Purpose. Children with intellectual disabilities (CWIDs) are vulnerable to victimization, but we know little about how to interview them about possible maltreatment. We examined whether interviewers used proportionally more direct and option-posing, and fewer open questions, with CWID than with typically developing (TD) children or with less mature children regardless of disability, taking into account the contribution of the amount of information conveyed by the child.
Children (and adults) with intellectual difficulties are vulnerable to maltreatment, but their allegations are less likely to progress through the legal system. This may be due, in part, to investigators', prosecutors', and jurors' doubts about the ability of children with intellectual disabilities (CWIDs) to provide meaningful, detailed, and reliable information (e.g., Brown & Lewis, 2013; Henry, Ridley, et al., 2011; Peled, Iarocci, & Connolly, 2004) , and concern that prosecutions will therefore be unsuccessful (Aarons & Powell, 2003; Aarons, Powell, & Browne, 2004; Ericson, Perlman, & Isaacs, 1994; Nathanson & Platt, 2005) . Developing evidence-based recommendations for obtaining reliable information from CWID is important to facilitate their increased participation in legal proceedings (Henry, Bettaney, & Carney, 2011) . CWIDs do participate in forensic interviews and court trials in a number of countries (e.g., Cederborg, Danielsson, LaRooy, & Lamb, 2009; Cederborg, LaRooy, & Lamb, 2008; Hanna, Davies, Henderson, Crothers, & Rotherham, 2010) . Indeed, in a recent New Zealand study, 4% of child witnesses had an intellectual disability (Hanna et al., 2010) . Despite increasing amounts of research on the capacities of CWID witnesses, little attention has been focussed on how they are interviewed. We need to consider the types of questions that are employed with CWID, given both the extensive evidence that witnesses' testimony is greatly influenced by how they are questioned (Brown & Lamb, 2015; Goodman, Quas, & Ogle, 2010; Lamb, La Rooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011) , and the cognitive and social characteristics of intellectual disability that affect communication exchanges in various contexts (Finlay & Lyons, 2001) .
Most studies of CWID's eyewitness memory ability have been conducted in laboratorybased or analogue studies, using highly scripted interviewing protocols (e.g., Agnew & Powell, 2004; Dent, 1986; Henry & Gudjonsson, 2007; Michel, Gordon, Ornstein, & Simpson, 2000) . Holding questioning strategy constant across groups is important for isolating memory and reporting processes in children of varying developmental and cognitive abilities, but precludes examination of the interviewer's contributions to outcomes. In the field, investigative interviewers typically follow a flexible, child-centred interviewing protocol, potentially resulting in different approaches to questioning children with developmental disabilities and typically developing (TD) children of different ages. Accordingly, this study explored differences in the ways in which CWIDs were interviewed when questioned by interviewers following an evidence-based forensic interviewing model: the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) Investigative Interview Protocol (La Rooy et al., 2015; Lamb, Brown, Hershkowitz, Orbach, & Esplin, in press; see http://nichdprotocol.com/) .
Much research has examined the effectiveness of different types of questions for supporting detailed and accurate responding from children. This research has showed that questions vary on a continuum of openness and depending on the kind of memory process they draw on; at the most open-end invitations (e.g., 'tell me everything you can remember'), give children an opportunity to draw upon recall memory and recount what is most salient to them, and at the other, more focused end, option-posing questions (e.g., 'did he touch you over or under your clothes?'), ask children to use recognition memory to select from the interviewer-provided options. In between these extremes, 'wh-'questions vary from being relatively broad (e.g., 'What did he look like?') to very focussed (e.g., 'what colour was his shirt?'). Research has consistently shown that, as one moves along the continuum, children provide fewer details and are more likely to include errors in their responses (Brown & Lamb, 2015) . For very young children, however, the additional scaffolding provided by broadly framed 'wh-'questions appears to be particularly productive (Ahern, Andrews, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2015; Andrews, Ahern, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2016; Hershkowitz, Lamb, Orbach, Katz, & Horowitz, 2012; Stolzenberg & Lyon, 2017) .
A large body of research has led to an evidence-based consensus on how TD children should be interviewed , but very few researchers have examined how forensic interviews with CWIDs are conducted. Agnew, Powell, and Snow (2006) compared police officers' and caregivers' interviews with CWIDs about a series of staged activities that had occurred at school. Although police officers used more open questions (e.g., 'tell me everything about that') than caregivers, both groups asked many direct (e.g., 'wh-') and closed questions. Officers tended to interrupt children's narrative responses by asking specific questions to clarify the children's responses, did not subsequently return to open-ended questioning, and showed poor insight regarding the appropriateness of their techniques.
Cederborg and colleagues Cederborg et al., , 2009 ) studied transcripts of forensic interviews in Sweden with alleged abuse victims who had developmental disabilities. The police officers used very few free-recall prompts and the interviews largely comprised direct and option-posing questions. Despite eliciting meaningful information with very broad open-ended prompts, interviewers frequently asked children to elaborate with more focused (e.g., 'wh-', yes/no or option-posing) questions, which did not allow the children to freely recall what was most salient to them, and which often led the children to provide inconsistent or contradictory information. They concluded that interviewer behaviour adversely affected the usefulness of the testimony elicited. Both Agnew et al.'s and Cederborg et al.'s findings highlight the need for those interviewing CWIDs to recognize that open, recall-based questions can be effective with CWIDs and that very focused questions can have adverse effects on their responses, just as with typically developing witnesses (Finlay & Lyons, 2001; Sigelman, Budd, Winer, Schoenrock, & Martin, 1982) , and should not be prematurely or disproportionately used.
However, when questioning CWIDs (at least those whose impairment falls within the mild range), interviewers may not appreciate the appropriateness of interviewing strategies that have been validated with TD children. Knowledge of disability status may influence the use of less desirable interviewing strategies (e.g., very focussed and closed questions), perhaps because interviewers assume that CWIDs have limited capacities and require increased structure (Aarons & Powell, 2003; Aarons et al., 2004; Ericson et al., 1994; Milne, 1999; Nathanson & Platt, 2005; Phillips, Oxburgh, Gavin, & Myklebust, 2012; Sharp, 2001) .
Indeed, there are valid reasons to believe that interviewers may adjust their interviewing style based on individual differences between children and interviewers. Gilstrap and Ceci (2005) and Melinder and Gilstrap (2009) both demonstrated that interviewers changed their questioning approach as a result of children's responsiveness to a previous question. A child's age may also influence an interviewer's questioning style. For example, Warren, Woodall, Hunt, and Perry (1996) showed that more focused and closed questions were used when questioning younger rather than older children. Perceptions of what is an effective interview may also differ across groups of forensic professionals. Child testimony experts and prosecutors regard interrogators' question use as the primary influence on interview success, but interviewers emphasize children's characteristics (Powell, Wright, & Hughes-Scholes, 2011; Wright, Powell, & Ridge, 2007) . For example, interviewers justified their use of closed-ended questions by arguing that the children had not been forthcoming in response to initial open prompts (Wright et al., 2007) .
In a previous study, we compared the recall of CWID and TD children about a staged, personally experienced event (Brown, Lewis, Lamb, & Stephens, 2012) . CWIDs in the mild range were equivalent to children matched for mental age (MA) in terms of amount, accuracy, and suggestibility, whereas those with moderate disabilities were less capable than MA-matched children. All CWIDs provided relevant information in response to very broad prompts (invitations), and the information reported to such prompts was very accurate. The same guidelines regarding interviews with TD children seemed relevant to CWIDs. However, our previous analysis was solely focussed on the amount and accuracy of information reported by children about their experiences. It did not explore the strategies used by interviewers to elicit the children's accounts and whether these similar endpoints were reached by very different routes. For example, although CWID-Mild reported the same amount of information as children matched for MA, we do not know whether interviewers used the same interviewing approach to elicit those details. In the present analysis, accordingly, we were interested in whether the interviewers' behaviour (i.e., the number and nature of their questions) varied depending on the children's levels of cognitive ability and developmental level.
Examining interviews with the children studied by Brown et al. (2012) , we assessed the frequency and relative proportions of each type of prompt in relation to the participants' developmental status (CWID-Mild, CWID-Moderate, Chronological age [CA] match, MA match). From the research discussed above, two contrasting hypotheses can be posited. The ID hypothesis states that interviewers will ask proportionately more directive questions (directive prompts and option-posing questions -see below for precise definitions) and therefore fewer open questions (open invitations and cued invitations -see below) of all CWID than they would of TD children matched for either chronological or mental age. In contrast, the developmental level hypothesis states that the child's developmental level drives the use of these directive question types. Accordingly, we would expect these kinds of questions to increase in frequency as mental age increases (in both CWID groups and in the MA groups relative to the CA group). In order to test these contrasting hypotheses, we needed to take into account the children's contribution to the interaction in order to identify interviewer effects. That is, interviewing strategy may have reflected a response to the children's sparse descriptions of the events, rather than disability or developmental status (e.g., Wright et al., 2007) . We therefore included the total amount of information reported by the children as a covariate.
Method
Participants Children (n = 112; 45 female) were recruited from four mainstream schools and five schools for CWID in the United Kingdom. Characteristics of the children are presented in Table 1 . Participant numbers were as follows: CWID-Mild = 23; CWID-Moderate = 21; CA matches (henceforth CA) = 37; and MA matches (henceforth MA) = 31. All children gave verbal assent and had parental written consent to participate.
Age
Children ranged in age from 4 to 11 years 
Matching samples
Research has shown that the comparative performance of CWID relative to TD children varies depending on whether they are matched with children of the same chronological or developmental age. Thus, we included both groups to allow for a consideration of whether the impact of intellectual or developmental level varied across different measures of performance. By including both groups, we were also better able to consider how our findings may translate to practise recommendations for interviewers planning interviews with children who have IDs. TD children were matched as closely as possible to CWIDs on the basis of gender and either CA or MA. We were unable to match all CWID on a 1:1 basis for chronological age, mental age, and gender, so some TD children served as matches for more than one ID child (resulting in different n in the four groups). The two TD groups included all CA and MA matches for all ID children. MA was determined from the tables provided in the Wechsler manuals. When estimates were not available from the Wechsler manuals because the children's ages fell in the crossover band between the two instruments, and the severity of ID made the range of MA estimates provided by the WISC-III UK insufficient, MA was estimated using: IQ = (MA/CA) 9 100.
Three female psychologists who completed a 2-day workshop on the NICHD Investigative Interview Protocol conducted the interviews. The first author monitored adherence to the Protocol. This was assessed by viewing recordings of interviews and checking that key components (e.g., ground rules, practice narrative) were included and that interviewers prioritized the use of invitations throughout the interview. When more focused prompts were used (e.g., direct or option-posing prompts), children's elaboration was subsequently encouraged using invitations. Interviewers were given feedback about their appropriate and inappropriate use of various prompt types, including missed opportunities for using invitations (e.g., when they could have replaced a direct or option-posing question with a cued invitation). Interviewers worked in pairs, and provided feedback to each other at the end of each interview to assist in maintaining fidelity and comparable performance. To enhance rapport, children were interviewed by the same researcher who conducted that child's cognitive assessment, with the other acting as a monitor. Because CWIDs were recruited, in the main, from specialist schools, interviewers were typically aware of whether children had an intellectual disability (although not of the severity of impairment), but were not aware of the study hypotheses. Whether children were in the MA-or CA-matching group was evident from their age and class groups.
Procedure Event
The event was conducted in a room at school. Children were allocated to different teams, led by a research assistant, and participated in three activities about first aid and safety. In one, children identified dangerous hazards in large posters and discussed how the hazard might be remedied. In a second activity, participants watched a video clip that showed a boy having a minor accident. The video demonstrated step-by-step care of minor cuts and abrasions. Children were taught and then asked to demonstrate how to take care of a simple cut, and applied a novelty sticking plaster they had selected. In a third activity, children learned how to tie a triangular bandage and practised on each other. During this activity, the event leader took a photograph of the children with their group leader. Part way through the event, a fourth research assistant interrupted and staged a brief argument about the equipment. After completing all three activities, the groups gathered together to listen to a summary of what they had learned, and received a small gift.
Cognitive assessments
The Picture Completion, Information, Vocabulary, and Block Design subtests of either the WISC-III UK or the WPPSI-III UK were administered during the week following the event (range 3-7 days).
Interview
The interviews were conducted at school 1 week after the event. Each began with rapport building using open-ended questions about recent significant events (e.g., birthdays, holidays). The interviews proper began with explanation of the 'ground rules' (the importance of telling the truth, telling the interviewer if they did not understand a question, the acceptability of 'don't know' responses, and the need to correct the interviewer if she made a mistake). Each of these rules was accompanied by an example and a practice in using each rule. Any children who did not correctly apply the rules to the practice questions were given corrective feedback and another opportunity to practise the rule. This was followed by practice in episodic memory recall, using what the children had done that day as the focus of the narrative.
Focus was shifted to the staged event using a series of progressively more informative prompts to help orient the children to the event the interviewers wanted them to talk about. In forensic interviews, children are typically asked to begin the interaction with a prompt such as 'tell me why you came to talk to me today'. In such cases, children are likely to know why they are attending the particular service where the interview is conducted. Because our interviews took place at school, where children often interact with adults and are asked to talk about lessons and other experiences, we provided a more concrete cue to alert the children to the experience we were interested in. Subsequent prompts followed a similar progression to those provided in the NICHD Investigative Interview Protocol (Orbach et al., 2000) for encouraging children to disclose (see Table 2 for the introductory prompts). The interview progressed using the prompts and structure outlined in the NICHD Investigative Interview Protocol (Orbach et al., 2000) ; see Table 3 for definitions and examples of prompts). Open invitations (e.g., 'tell me about that time') were used to encourage children to provide as much detail as possible. Children were encouraged to report further details using a variety of different prompts. Information reported by the children was used to form cued invitations (e.g., 'you mentioned you got to choose a plaster; tell me more about choosing the plaster'), and children were also asked direct questions (open-ended 'wh-', e.g., 'which plaster did you choose?', 'who went first?'), and option-posing questions, if needed, to clarify unclear or contradictory information (e.g., 'did you or your partner wear the bandage first?'). Interviewers were trained to follow responses to directive or option-posing prompts with open prompts (e.g., 'tell me more about that'). Suggestive prompts reflected interviewer error (e.g., introducing information the child had not provided). As would typically occur in a forensic interview, when the interviewer had exhausted a line of enquiry, she took a short break and consulted with the monitor (one of the other interviewers) who gave suggestions for further prompts and identified any information that was unclear or contradictory. Each research assistant acted as both interviewer and monitor throughout the study.
Every interview was transcribed verbatim from the digital video recordings. All interviewer or child utterances were included.
Coding
Interviewer utterances were coded as open prompts, cued invitations, direct prompts, option-posing prompts, or suggestive prompts by research assistants blind to the study hypotheses. A subset (20%) of all of the interviews was recoded by a member of the research team to assess reliability. Reliability using kappa (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) was .91. 
Results

Statistical design
Children, within and across groups, varied in how much they said, so the analyses included the amount of information provided as a covariate. To compare the Developmental Level and ID hypotheses, we conducted a series of ANCOVAs with group (four levels) as the independent variable and amount of information provided by the child as a covariate. We also report partial eta-squared (g 2 p ) and the 90% confidence intervals (CI) around these.
Number of questions/prompts posed to children
We start by examining the total number of prompts posed to children throughout the interview in order to elicit an account of the experienced event. Row 1 of Table 4 provides the totals by group. A one-way ANCOVA indicated no significant effect of the child's total recall, but a significant main effect for group, F(3, 106) = 18.50, p < .0001, g 2 p = .34, 90% CI for the effect size (here and below) [0.21, 0.44]. Pairwise (Bonferronicorrected) comparisons showed that interviewers used more prompts when questioning children in the CWID-Moderate group than any other (for CWID-Mild p = .05; MA group p = .001; CA group p < .0001). Those in the MA and CWID-Mild groups did not differ from each other, but both received more prompts that children in the CA group (for both comparisons, p < .0001). 
Proportions of prompts posed
To examine the composition of the interviews, we analysed the number of prompts of each type relative to the total number of prompts posed overall, 2 taking into consideration how many details children reported overall. The four lower rows of Table 4 show the proportions of the four question types. Proportional data were subjected to an arcsine transformation for analysis (following Winer, 1970) ; raw means are presented in Table 1 . The Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment was made to compensate for unequal variances between cells (evident when the degrees of freedom for nominators include decimal points). An ANCOVA was conducted with the four types of prompt as a repeated measure, the child's total recall as a covariate, and the four groups as a between-participants factor. A significant effect of prompt type was evident, F(2.29, 243.14) = 8.85, p < .0001, g More of these prompts were addressed to children in the CA group than to those in any other group (all p < .0001), and fewer to children in the CWID-Moderate group than in the MA group (p = .02) (see Table 4 ).
When we examined the proportion of direct questions posed, the child's total recall had a significant effect on their use, F(1, 106) = 7.86, p = .006, g 2 p = .07, 90% CI [0.01, 0.15], but the effect of group was significant, F(3, 106) = 5.72, p = .001, g 2 p = .14, 90% CI [0.04, 0.22]. The lack of a significant interaction between child recall and group confirms that the assumption of homogeneity in the regression slopes was not breached. The effect of the covariate was negative -lower productivity was associated with a higher frequency of such question types. There were fewer of these prompts posed to the CA group than all others (CWID-Moderate p = .005; CWID-Mild p = .01; MA p = .015). For the proportion of option-posing prompts, the child's total recall was not significant, F(1, 106) = 1.52, 
Suggestive questioning
Suggestive questions were seldom asked, so we categorized interviews by whether or not such questions were posed and used a chi-square analysis to determine whether group was associated with the use of suggestive questions. Ten children (8.9%) were asked suggestive questions. The likelihood that this would occur was significantly related to group, v 2 (3) = 12.56, p = .006. A series of individual comparisons were conducted, with a correction applied (Mead, 1988) for multiple comparisons: a = 1 À (1 À a 0 ) p , (a 0 = the uncorrected probability value and p = the degrees of freedom). These showed that suggestive questions were addressed significantly more often to children in the CWIDModerate group (28.6%) than to those in any other group (CWID-Mild: 4.4%; MA: 6.5%; CA: 2.7%). The mean numbers of suggestive questions posed to these children, by group, were 1.67, 1, 1, and 2, respectively.
Discussion
We examined whether the composition of interviews with CWID and TD differed with respect to the total numbers of questions asked and the proportions of different prompt types used, and determined whether questioning was influenced by the overall amount of information reported by the children. We made two contrasting predictions: (1) that more focused (directive and option-posing) prompts would be posed to CWID than to children in either of the TD groups (ID hypothesis), or (2) that such prompts would be used more frequently with children of lower mental ages (both CWID and MA groups) than with the children with the highest developmental level (CA group: developmental hypothesis). We observed differences in the overall number and relative frequency of different types of prompts used across the four groups of children, as well as effects of the children's contribution, as measured by the variable 'child total recall'. Our findings thus raise three related issues that we discuss, in turn: Why there were group differences, why the amount children said predicted the types of question asked by the interviewers, and what the combination of these factors implies for our understanding of eyewitness interviews with vulnerable children.
Our results support both the developmental and the ID hypothesis in various ways. In the main, we did not see differences between the two CWID groups and the MA group, and so our findings support the developmental hypothesis more than the ID hypothesis. Children with more advanced development levels (the CA-matched group) were asked fewer questions overall, but interviews with them included more cued invitations and fewer direct questions than those involving children in the three other groups. In addition, option-posing questions were used less frequently with these children than with children in either of the ID groups. Children in the CA-matched group had an average mental age of 10 years 2 months, whilst the others were developmentally less mature (CWID-Mild = 6 years 11 months; MA-matched = 6 years, CWID-Moderate = 5 years 2 months). There was little evidence of more than one developmental shift. CWIDModerate were asked fewer questions overall than the other children (mainly because of fewer cued invitations) and were asked more suggestive questions. However, there were no differences in the relative frequency with which different prompts were addressed to the two groups of children with IDs of differing severity, nor between CWID-Mild and MA matches. The suggestive questions were rare (<1% of all questions) so the higher occurrence in interviews with CWID-Moderate is not sufficient to distinguish the groups. Fewer cued invitations were used with CWID-Moderate (but not CWID-Mild) than with the MA children. Consistent with field research showing how difficult interviewers find it to follow research-based recommendations (Korkman, Santtila, & Sandnabba, 2006; Powell & Hughes-Scholes, 2009; Wolfman, Brown, & Jose, 2016a) , open invitations were used relatively infrequently irrespective of the children's cognitive or developmental level.
Why might interviews with CWIDs and younger children unfold differently than those conducted with older TD children? Perhaps children's engagement with the interview process mirrors their expectations and experiences of everyday conversational contexts, resulting in a reliance on interviewers to direct the information exchange (Agnew et al., 2006; Lamb & Brown, 2006 ). Children's communicative abilities may also have led interviewers to assume the need to provide more support in the form of directive interviewing strategies. Young children and CWIDs may lack adequate vocabulary or narrative skill to describe their experiences (Agnew et al., 2006; Brown, Brown, Lewis & Lamb, 2017; Henry, Bettaney, et al., 2011; Henry, Ridley, et al., 2011; Murfett, Powell, & Snow, 2008) , and thus offer ambiguous statements or descriptions that require follow-up prompting to clarify. Unfortunately, the extent to which language difficulties affect the reporting capacities of CWID witnesses has yet to be examined. Interviews with CWID may also be influenced by other aspects of their disability. For example, Michel et al. (2000) noted that CWID demonstrated marked deficits in attention and engagement. Conceivably, then, the use of a focused style of questioning served to keep these children, and possibly also peers matched for developmental level, on task, thereby reducing the length of the interviews. To test such hypotheses further, a more dynamic approach to examining the process of the interview (i.e., what child behaviours preceded or followed various interviewer strategies) is called for (Kelly, Miller, & Redlich, 2016) .
Our second substantive finding was that the amount of information provided by the children throughout the interviews was associated with the interviewers' choice of question type. The interviewers were following a best-practice protocol that emphasizes reliance on very open-ended prompting. Yet, the NICHD Protocol is flexible and childcentred, so we would expect variability in the way that it is followed with any given child. The use of the most broadly open questions (invitations and cued invitations) was not influenced by how much children were able to recall overall, but more focussed direct questions were. Field research has also demonstrated that direct questions can be more productive with younger children than more open prompts (Hershkowitz et al., 2012) . Of course, our findings cannot identify what is driving the effects we observed. On the one hand, the increased use of direct questions with children in the MA and ID groups, and more option-posing questions with the CWID, may reflect the interviewers' use of alternate strategies when children were not forthcoming in response to more open prompting (Gilstrap & Ceci, 2005) . Open prompts are strongly promoted as the ideal interview question type because they elicit more detailed and accurate responses, but they can also be associated with more non-responding (e.g., Korkman et al., 2006; Korkman, Santtila, Wester aker, & Sandnabba, 2008; Melinder & Gilstrap, 2009; Wolfman, Brown, & Jose, 2016b) . Alternatively, interviewers may have persisted with a more narrowly focussed style of questioning with the younger and more impaired groups because of assumptions about their inability to answer questions (Aarons & Powell, 2003; Aarons et al., 2004; Ericson et al., 1994; Milne, 1999; Nathanson & Platt, 2005; Phillips et al., 2012; Sharp, 2001) , and usual styles of interacting with children in these groups (e.g., Agnew et al., 2006; Lamb & Brown, 2006) . Indeed, several studies have demonstrated that adults do not flexibly alter their questioning style as a result of children's response type (e.g., Klemfuss, Quas, & Lyon, 2014; Korkman et al., 2006 Korkman et al., , 2008 Wolfman et al., 2016b) .
The third issue to emerge from the data concerns the conjunction between the first two. To understand fully what leads a child and/or an interviewer to behave in a particular way during an exchange, we need closer examination in the future of the dynamics at a turn-by-turn level. For example, cued invitations were addressed proportionately less often to children in both ID groups and the youngest TD children, and more option-posing questions were used with CWID, but a static approach to documenting frequency does not explain why. The children in these groups may simply have provided sparser responses, necessitating more interviewer guidance for recall and reporting (consistent with the increased rates of option-posing questions for the ID groups), whereas the more intellectually advanced TD probably provided richer initial accounts, yielding a wealth of opportunities for child-provided retrieval cues to be used. Interviewers may have had to seek more clarification from CWID to understand their responses (Westcott & Kynan, 2004) or to help structure their accounts (Murfett et al., 2008) . Alternatively, as in Agnew et al.'s (2006) study, interviewers may have been poor at monitoring their success in eliciting information from CWID and MA children with open-ended prompts and they may have adopted a more focused interviewing style as a result (Wolfman et al., 2016b) .
There are other techniques that could help us understand better the relative influences of children and interviewers and how their exchanges may unfold throughout the course of an interview (Kelly et al., 2016) . Sequential analysis (e.g., Ahern, Hershkowitz, Lamb, Blasbalg, & Winstanley, 2014; Gilstrap & Ceci, 2005; Klemfuss et al., 2014; Melinder & Gilstrap, 2009; Wolfman et al., 2016b ) offers a useful method of illuminating underlying processes. Simultaneously examining the contribution of interviewers may help identify ways to enhance the value of interviews with CWIDs. As in forensic settings, the interviewers in our study did not know whether or not the children's responses were accurate and so were unable to monitor the effectiveness of the strategies they were using. It is possible that in this context as well they abandoned open questioning of the younger and ID children too quickly, moving to a more directive style of questioning prematurely as interviewers often do (Aldridge & Cameron, 1999; Craig, Scheibe, Kircher, Raskin, & Dodd, 1999; Lamb, Sternberg, Orbach, Esplin, & Mitchell, 2002; Lamb, Sternberg, Orbach, Hershkowitz, et al., 2002; Westcott, Kynan, & Few, 2006) , so we cannot definitively say that these children needed to be asked so many direct and closed questions. Indeed, without a more dynamic and turn-by-turn analysis of the interviews, we cannot determine whether interviewers attempted to elicit specific content with invitations and then turned to direct prompts when the children were not forthcoming with the desired information, or whether they did not provide the opportunity for children to recall the information before resorting to direct prompts. Such an analysis should also focus on the content of the various prompts to determine whether some types of prompts within categories (i.e., assessing particular types of information) are differentially effective with CWID as has been shown with TD children (Ahern, Andrews, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2015; Andrews, Ahern, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2016; Malloy, Orbach, Lamb, & Walker, 2016) . Although direct and option-posing prompts may successfully elicit important details, interviewers should be mindful of the detrimental impact of questions that interrupt narrative flow and the spontaneous recall of information (Agnew et al., 2006) .
The results of our study need to be considered in the context of some limitations. The interviewers in our study all had postgraduate training in psychology and received specific training in the use of the NICHD Protocol, but were not experienced forensic interviewers. However, a comparison of the composition of the interviews in our study with those included in field research shows that the proportions are roughly comparable to those achieved by forensic interviewers following the Protocol (Cyr & Lamb, 2009; Lamb & Brown, 2006; Orbach et al., 2000; Sternberg, Lamb, Orbach, Esplin, & Mitchell, 2001) . Furthermore, many researchers have shown that interviewing quality and the use of recommended questioning techniques is not associated with years of experience (Powell & Hughes-Scholes, 2009; Wolfman et al., 2016a) , nor professional background (Powell, Hughes-Scholes, Smith, & Sharman, 2014) , meaning that there is no reason to think that our interviews would differ substantively from those in a forensic setting. We saw variations in questioning across and within groups, even though the interviewers were well trained and had access to frequent supervision and fidelity monitoring. Field studies have shown that access to supervision is associated with better interviewing quality (Lamb, 2016; Lamb, Sternberg, Orbach, Esplin, et al., 2002; Wolfman, Brown, & Jose, 2016c ) and so our results may paint a more optimistic picture than would be seen in the field where interviewers may have difficulty obtaining regular feedback about their work (Wolfman et al., 2016c) .
As with all laboratory-based studies, we were limited in the extent to which we could establish an ecologically valid setting in which to examine children's event memory, with respect to both the target event and the interview context. When children are interviewed about alleged maltreatment, they may find the experience challenging for social, cognitive, and motivational reasons (Hershkowitz, Lanes, & Lamb, 2007; Malloy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 2011) . Whether children may be reluctant or provide minimal responses for reasons other than poor memory, and whether interviewers can address these challenges in the same way with CWID as with TD (e.g., Hershkowitz, Lamb, Katz, & Malloy, 2015) are important questions.
Given the low base rates of intellectual disability in the community, recruiting a sufficient sample size was a challenge. Our sample was at least comparable to many previously published studies in this respect. However, CWID are under-represented in eyewitness testimony yet over-represented in their risk for maltreatment, so it is important that our results are replicated to establish their reliability and thus provide a strong evidence base for practitioners to draw from.
The current findings suggest the need for broader analysis of the dynamics at play when CWIDs are asked to describe their experiences. Whilst their capacity to recall and report their experiences may resemble those of younger TD children (Agnew & Powell, 2004; Brown et al., 2012; Gordon, Jens, Hollings, & Watson, 1994; Henry & Gudjonsson, 1999; Jens, Gordon, & Shaddock, 1990; Michel et al., 2000) , it is important that their needs and communicative difficulties are not minimized and that interviewers recognize the need to take into account children's usual experiences of communication with adults as well. Although CWID and younger interviewees may require more scaffolding than older TD children, they are still able to respond to open style questioning and typically provide the most accurate information when thus questioned. Moving prematurely to more directive styles of interviewing, or neglecting to that encourage narrative responding throughout the interview, may well undermine the ability of CWIDs to provide spontaneous details without interviewer input and potential contamination. Appropriate planning for the interview involves establishing the nature and extent of a child's cognitive and communicative impairment prior to the interview (Henry, Bettaney, et al., 2011; Henry, Ridley, et al., 2011) , but investigators should not underestimate the capacities of CWIDs.
